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ABSTRACT 



The report was prepared by a task force appointed to examine 
issues related to the University System of Maryland (USM) ten years after its 
creation in 1988. The task force focused on key issues raised by stakeholders 
and higher education experts, including statewide goals and priorities for 
the USM; duplication and overlap of authority between the Maryland Higher 
Education Commission and USM; flexibility in management and reporting 
functions, and funding issues. The report found that institutions in the USM 
have made significant progress toward goals set in 1988 despite lower than 
anticipated funding and believes that the legislation remain valid; however, 
it recommends some modifications and additions. The report is comprised of 
the following sections: letter of transmittal; a membership roster; executive 
summary; creation and charge of the task force; summary of activities of the 
task force; historical perspective of the USM governance structure; funding 
and enrollment trends at USM; description of USM institutions; status of 
implementation of 1988 legislation; state financial commitment to higher 
education; independent consultant reports; findings and recommendations; 
minority reports; and 10 appendixes, including an organization chart, a time 
line of Maryland's four-year public institutions, and an organizational chart 
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Task Force to Study the Governance, Coordination, 
and Funding of the University System of Maryland 

Admiral Charles R. Larson, USN (Ret), Chairman 



January 1999 



The Honorable Parris N. Glendening 
Governor of Maryland 

The Honorable Thomas V. Mike Miller, Jr. 

President of the Maryland Senate 

The Honorable Casper R. Taylor, Jr. 

Speaker of the House of Delegates 

Gentlemen: 

On behalf of the Task Force on the Governance, Coordination, and Funding of the University 
System of Maryland, I respectfully submit our final report. 

In August of this year, the 23 members of the Task Force were appointed to examine issues 
related to the University System of Maryland ten years after its creation. The Task Force 
maintained an ambitious schedule throughout the fall of 1998 to complete the Task Force’s work by 
the January 1999 deadline, as established in Joint Resolutions 4 and 5 of 1998. In an effort to fully 
understand the complexity of its charge, the Task Force held eight meetings, conducted four regional 
public hearings, and visited the campuses of the 1 3 constituent institutions of the University System 
of Maryland (USM). During the course of its activities, the Task Force heard testimony from the 
major stakeholders and several experts in higher education. In addition, as required, the Task Force 
hired the Association of Governing Boards of Colleges and Universities and the Education 
Commission of the States to complete studies on governance structure and funding, respectively. 

The Task Force focused on key issues raised by stakeholders and experts in higher education 
in a number of areas including: statewide goals and priorities for higher education; the governance 
structure of the University System of Maryland (USM); duplication and overlap of authority between 
the Maryland Higher Education Commission (MHEC) and USM; flexibility in management and 
reporting functions; and funding issues. 

The Task Force has made numerous recommendations in these areas which are summarized 
in the Executive Summary and discussed in detail in the "Findings and Recommendations" section 
of the report. Many of the recommendations can be implemented without legislative action. The 
recommendations which require legislative changes to implement are attached. 
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The Honorable Parris N. Glendening 
The Honorable Thomas V. Mike Miller, Jr. 

The Honorable Casper R. Taylor, Jr. 

January 1999 
Page 2 

I wish to express my appreciation to my vice chair, Delegate Nancy K. Kopp, and to the 
members of the Task Force. Their participation in meetings, campus visits, and regional public 
hearings was instrumental in making this a meaningful assessment of the future of public higher 
education in Maryland. I also appreciate the hard work and dedication of the staff of the Department 
of Legislative Services. Although the report is the most obvious product of our effort, I believe this 
intensive four month process of review will yield benefits now and in the future. 

It was a pleasure for me to participate and lead this effort. Thank you for the opportunity. 



Sincerely, 




Charles R. Larson 
Chairman 
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Enclosure 



cc: 



Members of the Maryland General Assembly 



Legislation Necessary to Implement the Recommendations of the Task Force 

1. Amend § 1 1-105 (h) of the Education Article to clarify that the role of the Maryland Higher 
Education Commission in the review of the System’s operating budget request and capital 
budget request is in the broad context of the State Plan for higher education. Clarify in that 
subsection that MHEC does not have the authority to disagree with a budget item approved 
by the Board of Regents unless that item is clearly inconsistent with the State Plan for higher 
education. 

2. Revise MHEC’s authority over mission statements. MHEC approval is no longer required, 
however, MHEC must review mission statements for consistency with the State Plan and 
may reject a statement if it is inconsistent (§ 1 1-302 of the Education Article). Delete the 
current detailed requirements for mission statements set forth in § 1 1-303 of the Education 
Article. Substitute language requiring MHEC, with the assistance of the institutional 
presidents, periodically to develop a format for mission statements. 

3. Revise current program review and approval procedures for USM by: amending § 12-109 
to grant authority to presidents to establish new programs and abolish existing programs 
within their institutional mission and existing budget; altering § 11-206 of the Education 
Article to revise the role of MHEC in the review and approval of new programs for USM; 
revising § 12-106 of the Education Article to reflect the changes in the role of the USM 
Board of Regents in the program review and approval process. All of these revisions sunset 
after 3 years. 

4. The Task Force endorsed the concept of establishing USM as a public corporation with 
greater flexibility than its current status but did not recommend specific powers of the 
corporation. The Task Force requested that staff develop a draft proposal of policy options 
in the areas of procurement, personnel, and information management (attached as an 
appendix to the report). 

5. The Task Force recommended several funding initiatives which could be implemented by 
the Governor through the budget without legislation. However, if the initiatives are to be 
mandated then legislation would be needed to require minimum funding levels on a per full- 
time equivalent student (FTES) basis for USM degree granting institutions (except 
University of Maryland University College), the University of Maryland, College Park, the 
University of Maryland, Baltimore, and the University ofMaryland Baltimore County. The 
Task Force also recommended that MHEC receive strategic incentive funding to distribute 
to higher education institutions in support of statewide goals and priorities and that the USM 
Board of Regents receive incentive funding to encourage mission accomplishment by 
institutions. 

6. Reestablish Private Donation Incentive Program 

7. Reestablish College Preparation Intervention Program 
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Executive Summary 



The Task Force to Study the 
Governance, Coordination, and Funding of the 
University System of Maryland was charged 
with examining issues related to the 
University System ofMaryland ten years after 
its creation. The 23 members were appointed 
in August 1998 and maintained an ambitious 
schedule throughout the fall of 1998 to 
complete the Task Force’s work by the 
January 1999 deadline. In an effort to fully 
understand the complexity of its charge, the 
Task Force held eight meetings, conducted 
four regional public hearings, and visited the 
campuses of the 13 constituent institutions of 
the University System ofMaryland (USM). 

The 1988 legislation (Chapter 246, 
Acts of 1988), which created the USM, 
significantly restructured public higher 
education in Maryland. It set goals for public 
higher education, including broad policies, 
institution-specific goals, and funding goals. 
The Task Force reviewed the requirements 
and expectations of the 1988 legislation and 
the status of implementation of the 1988 
legislation. 

The Task Force focused its work on 
key issues raised by stakeholders and experts 
in higher education in a number of areas 
including: Statewide goals and priorities for 
higher education; the governance structure of 
USM; duplication and overlap of authority 
between the Maryland Higher Education 
Commission (MHEC) and USM; flexibility in 
management and reporting functions; and 
funding issues. 



Findings 

The Task Force found that each 
institution in the University System of 
Maryland has made significant progress 
during the past decade despite less State 
funding support than anticipated due to the 
economic recession of the 1990s. The Task 
Force believes that the goals of the 1988 
legislation are still valid, and recommends 
some modifications and additions to the goals 
to meet the challenges of the current market 
and prepare for the next century. The Task 
Force recognizes that the 1988 legislation did 
not clearly prioritize the goals, and believes 
that some prioritization in light of experience 
over the past 10 years and the changing 
marketplace for higher education is necessary. 

In comparing the governance structure 
of the USM today to the vision in 1988, the 
Task Force learned that System 
Administration is perceived as regulatory and 
institutional presidents do not feel 
empowered. As articulated by those actively 
involved in the creation of the 1988 
legislation, the System was envisioned as a 
highly decentralized organization with System 
Administration responsible for coordination 
and presidents responsible for institutional 
operations. The System is not functioning as 
envisioned. The appropriate role of System 
Administration is facilitation rather than 
regulation; and institutional presidents must 
have significant autonomy to become 
entrepreneurial leaders. 

Despite its shortcomings, a majority of 
the Task Force found that the System adds 
value to the quality and goals of higher 
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education in Maryland and should be fine 
tuned, not abandoned. The System should 
move away from regulation and toward 
greater facilitation and coordination of the 
presidents as envisioned in the 1988 
legislation. 

The environment in which higher 
education operates today is much different 
than a decade ago. The use of technology is 
redefining the delivery of higher education. 
Institutions need increasing flexibility to 
respond to the needs of students today and 
into the 21 st century. The Task Force made 
several recommendations to provide 
institutions with greater flexibility and less 
regulation to allow them to be more 
entepreneurial in operating their institutions. 
The overlapping authority of MHEC and 
USM in mission statements and program 
approval, in particular, was addressed by the 
Task Force in an effort to "free" institutions 
from duplicative processes. 

The 1988 legislation set funding goals 
for higher education, including a minimum 
annual appropriation and a goal to provide 
100% of the funding guidelines to be 
established by MHEC. The Task Force found 
that new funding guidelines, which are to 
assess the adequate level of funding for each 
public four-year institution, have not been 
developed. 

More recently, in 1998 the General 
Assembly enacted Senate Bill 596 (Chapter 
619, Acts of 1998) to provide a minimum 
funding level for higher education and goals 
to provide 12.5% of State general fund 
revenues for higher education in fiscal 2000, 
increasing incrementally to 15.5% in fiscal 
2004. Higher education forecasts developed 
by the Department of Legislative Services 







indicate that if the State meets these goals, 
USM funding will increase 8.5% annually 
through 2004, an increase of $269 million 
over the four-year period with the largest 
increases in fiscal 2002 to 2004. 

Recommendations 

The Task Force offers these 
recommendations in the following areas. 

Statewide Goals 

• MHEC should coordinate a strategic 
planning process that produces a State 
Plan with "buy in" from all major 
stakeholders, from the institution 
presidents up to and including the 
Governor. 

• The State Plan should be the blueprint 
for higher education in Maryland, and 
the context for institutions in 
developing mission statements, 
programs, and budget priorities. 

• The State Plan should be updated 
biennially and culminate in a State 
Conference on Higher Education 
hosted by the Governor to focus the 
public agenda on higher education. 

• To kickoff the new strategic planning 
process, the Task Force recommends 
that the Governor convene a state 
conference on higher education in 
1999. 

• MHEC should receive "strategic 
incentive funding" to distribute to 
higher education institutions in 
support of statewide goals and 
priorities. 
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Priorities 

• The Task Force affirms the original 
goals of the 1988 legislation and 
recommends the following additions 
(shown in italics), in priority order: 

1. Enhance the University of Maryland, 
College Park as the State’s flagship 
campus with programs and faculty 
nationally and internationally 
recognized for excellence in research 
and the advancement of knowledge; 
admit freshman to the campus who 
have academic profiles that suggest 
exceptional ability; provide access to 
the upper division undergraduate level 
of the campus for students who have 
excelled in completing lower division 
study; and provide the campus with 
the level of operating funding and 
facilities necessary to place it among 
the upper echelon of its peer 
institutions; 

2. Maintain and enhance an academic 
health center and a coordinated higher 
education center for research and 
graduate and professional study in the 
Baltimore area (University of 
Maryland, Baltimore and University 
of Maryland Baltimore County) with a 
focus on science and technology, 

3. Enhance and support high quality 
undergraduate, teacher preparation, 
and masters programs at the regional 
comprehensive institutions , 
recognizing and supporting the 
unique mission of each of these 

institutions', 



4. Support Towson University as the 
largest comprehensive institution', 

5. Enhance the Historically Black 
Institutions and recognize the unique 
role of University of Maryland 
Eastern Shore as the State ’s 1890 land 
grant institution', 

6. Encourage collaboration among 
institutions for the benefit of the 

students', 

7. Encourage and enhance higher 
education centers, such as the Shady 
Grove Center in Montgomery County, 
through the use of technology, as 
points of collaboration and access for 
underserved areas of the State', 

8. Recognize and promote the unique 
potential of University of Maryland 
University College to be a national 
and global leader in the new 
international marketplace of 
electronic and continuing education; 

9. Promote excellence at each campus; 

10. Recruit and retain nationally and 
internationally prominent faculty; 

1 1 . Promote economic development; 

12. Stimulate outreach to the community; 

13. Promote access for economically 
disadvantaged students; 

14. Increase access, retention, and 
advancement of African-American 
students; and 
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15. Promote equal education and 

employment opportunities. 

USM Governance Structure 

• The Task Force supports a single 
governing board for USM. 

• No institution should be allowed to 
leave the System, because the Task 
Force believes that each institution can 
achieve its mission, and specifically 
that the University of Maryland, 
College Park can achieve the goals of 
"flagship status," within the current 
structure. 

• The System is not functioning as 
envisioned. The appropriate role of 
System Administration is facilitation 
rather than regulation; and 
institutional presidents must have 
significant autonomy to become 
entrepreneurial leaders. 

• The Task Force recommends that 
USM adopt the structural paradigm 
envisioned in 1 988 by empowering the 
institutional presidents, facilitating 
rather than regulating their activities, 
and holding them accountable using 
measurable performance standards. 

• The Council of University System 
Presidents should assume an active 
role in advising the Board of Regents 
in a substantive capacity and should 
meet regularly with the Board of 
Regents on a formal and informal 
basis. 

• The System should search for ways to 
develop closer working relationships 
with the boards of visitors. The 



0 




boards of visitors should meet 
periodically with the Chancellor and 
the Board of Regents and members of 
boards of visitors serve on various 
Regent committees and actively 
participate in all searches for new 
campus presidents. 

MHEC/USM Overlapping Authority 
Budget Review and Approval 

• The Task Force supports the current 
budget process except that MHEC 
should not have the authority to 
disagree with a budget item approved 
by the Board of Regents unless that 
item is clearly inconsistent with the 
State Plan for higher education. 

Institutional Mission Statements 

• Final adoption of mission statements 
should be the purview' of the 
governing boards. 

• MHEC should review these statements 
to ascertain that they are consistent 
with the State Plan. If MHEC 
determines that a mission statement is 
not consistent with the State Plan, the 
statement should be returned to t}ie 
governing board with commepts 
detailing all areas of inconsistency. 

• The specifications for mission 
statements outlined in §11-303 of the 
Education Article should be deleted 
and MHEC, with the assistance of the 
institutional presidents, should 
periodically develop a format for 
mission statements germane to the 
existing environment. 
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Program Approval and Elimination 

• Each USM president should be 
granted the authority to establish new 
programs and abolish existing 
programs consistent with the 
institutions’ approved mission 
statement and within existing 
resources. 

• This authority should be granted for 
three years initially. 

• Any programs created or abolished by 
the presidents must be reported to the 
Board of Regents and MHEC. 

• The Board of Regents should be 
responsible for ensuring that all new 
programs established by the USM 
presidents are within the scope of the 
institutions’ mission statement and 
within the institutions’ existing 
resources. 

• MHEC should be responsible for 
assuring that new programs do not 
violate the equal educational 
opportunity obligations under State 
and federal law, including Title VI of 
the Civil Rights Act. If MHEC 
determines that a proposed program is 
in conflict with the State’s equal 
education opportunity obligations, it 
must notify the institution and the 
Board of Regents stating its concerns. 
The institution must work with MHEC 
to resolve these concerns before 
implementing the proposed program. 

• As an oversight function, MHEC 
should identify programs that are 
inconsistent with the State Plan and 
should maintain its authority to 
identify low productivity programs. 




• MHEC should monitor the new 
program approval process and report 
annually to the Governor, the General 
Assembly, and the Board of Regents 
on the nature and extent of any 
program duplication or proliferation. 

• Prior to the end of the third year, 
MHEC should submit a report to the 
Governor and the General Assembly 
on the impact of this policy on the 
quality and accessibility of 
postsecondary education in Maryland 
and any increased cost due to 
duplication of programs. 

Flexibility in Management Functions 
and Reporting Requirements 

• The Task Force endorsed the concept 
of making the University System of 
Maryland a public corporation with 
greater flexibility than its current 
status. 

• The Task Force identified various 
policy options for flexibility in the 
areas of procurement, personnel, and 
information management. 

• The Task Force recommends that the 
Governor appoint a group to conduct 
a thorough review of higher education 
reporting requirements with the goal 
of reducing the number of required 
reports to a minimum. The group 
should consider eliminating redundant 
reports, consolidating similar reports, 
and developing a relational database 
capable of generating reports in 
various formats. 
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Funding Guidelines 

• MHEC should develop operating and 
capital budget funding guidelines, in 
accordance with its responsibilities 
under the 1988 legislation, based on 
current and aspirational peer 
institution comparisons and other 
appropriate factors. 

• MHEC should develop these 
guidelines, in consultation with the 
segments of higher education and with 
appropriate public discussion, as soon 
as possible in 1999. Every effort 
should be made to have these ready 
for use in the next budget cycle. 

• The guidelines should calculate an 
adequate base budget for each four- 
year public institution. As soon as the 
funding guidelines are approved by 
MHEC, these guidelines should be 
used to assess the State’s funding of 
higher education. 

Funding Goals 

• The Task Force urges the State to 
strive to fulfill the 1988 goal of 
providing 100% of the funding 
guidelines, recognizing that the State 
may not be able to achieve this goal. 

• Senate Bill 596 of 1998 should be 
considered the minimum State 
commitment to higher education for 
the next five years and beyond, and 
additional funding should be provided 
earlier in the five-year commitment to 
provide each institution with greater 
resources up front to achieve its 
mission. 



• The importance of a commitment to 
long-term stable funding of higher 
education cannot be overstated. 

State Funding 

• To address immediate funding 
concerns, until the funding guidelines 
are developed, and for no more than 
two years, the following steps are 
recommended to be included in a 
fiscal 2000 supplemental budget: 

a. provide a minimum funding 

level of $5,000 per full-time 

equivalent student (FTES) to 
each USM degree granting 
institution (except UMUC); 

b. provide a minimum funding 

level of $12,284 per FTES in 

fiscal 2000 and $13,443 in 
fiscal 2001 to University of 
Maryland, College Park 
(UMCP), in recognition of its 
status as flagship institution, to 
bring UMCP into funding 
parity with its aspirational 
peers; and 

c. provide to the next priority for 
budget enhancements, in 
accordance with the Task 
Force’s prioritization, 
additional funding to the 
research center in the 
Baltimore area, consisting of 
the University of Maryland, 
Baltimore (UMB) and the 
University of Maryland 
Baltimore County (UMBC), to 
assist each institution in 
moving toward parity with its 
peer institutions and achieving 
its unique mission. 



Final Report of the Task Force to Study the Governance, Coordination, 
and Funding of the University System of Maryland 



xix 



Specifically, the Task Force 
recommends an additional $7 
million for UMB and an 
additional $5 million for 
UMBC. 

• While the temporary $5,000 per FTES 
floor does not apply to UMUC, the 
Task Force believes it is critically 
important to calculate a 1999 funding 
guideline for UMUC that assesses the 
adequacy of the current funding plan 
for UMUC and that recognizes the 
priority for UMUC recommended by 
the Task Force and UMUC’s unique 
potential in the future. 

• The above allocations are needed to 
get a head start on serious 
deficiencies. However, the calculation 
of a funding base or funding 
guidelines for ah institutions should 
be treated as an urgent matter because 
this will be the basis to move the 
entire System forward to meet the 
goals ofhigher education in Maryland. 

© In addition to the incentive funding 

already recommended for MHEC, the 
Task Force supports providing the 
USM Board of Regents with funding 
to encourage mission accomplishment. 

® Although no specific 

recommendations are made in this 
area, the Task Force raises a 
cautionary note that changes in tuition, 
however approved, should be 
monitored carefully to ensure that 
there is no adverse impact on the goals 
of accessibility and affordability. 

• In the area of the capital budget, the 
Task Force realizes that institutions’ 
capital needs far exceed the current 



debt capacity of the State and System. 
The Task Force encourages the State 
to develop innovative solutions to 
address these capital needs, such as 
financing a capital trust fund with 
mandatory student fees or establishing 
a public building authority, and urges 
the institutions to explore 
opportunities for public-private 
ventures. 

Private Donation Incentive Program 

• The Task Force supports the re- 
establishment of the Private Donation 
Incentive Program with State funds to 
be used to promote excellence in 
higher education. 

Foundation Activities 

• The Task Force believes that a 
"dependent" foundation could have 
significant value for USM institutions 
and deserves careful consideration. 
Therefore, the Task Force supports the 
Board of Regent’s appointment of a 
special committee to study this issue. 

• The Task Force recommends that the 
special committee and the Board of 
Regents submit a report with 
recommendations to the Governor and 
the General Assembly in time for 
consideration during the 1999 
legislative session. 

• The Task Force encourages the Board 
of Regents to involve the USM 
presidents in their deliberations and to 
ensure their support of any resulting 
recommendations. 
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Technology Initiative 

• The Task Force is concerned by the 
lack of a technology plan and funding 
initiative to address the needs and 
changing market of higher education 
into the next century. 

• In January 1998, the Governor signed 
an executive order creating the 
Commission on Technology in Higher 
Education which focused its efforts on 
evaluating the technology 
infrastructure needs of the State’s 
higher education community. 
Although the Task Force did not 
receive the commission report in time 
to consider its recommendations, the 
Task Force urges the Governor and 
General Assembly to closely consider 
the recommendations of the 
Governor’s Commission and other 
proposals to address the technology 
and information systems needs of 
USM. 

College Preparation Program 

• The Task Force supports the College 
Preparation Intervention Program and 
encourages the State to take advantage 
of matching federal funds to re- 
establish this successful program. 



Creation and Charge off the Task Force 



During the 1998 Legislative Session, the General Assembly passed Senate Joint 
Resolution 8 and House Joint Resolution 12 (identical), resolving that the Governor and 
General Assembly establish a task force to study the governance, coordination, and 
funding of the University System of Maryland. The Governor signed both resolutions. 

The resolutions contain several whereas clauses which provide additional 
information on the impetus for creation of a task force: 

• a major restructuring of the State’s higher education system was completed 10 
years ago with the enactment ofthe 1988 legislation (Chapter 246, Acts of 1988); 

• counter to expectations in 1988, the State’s fiscal crisis in the early 1990's 
reduced State funding of higher education significantly, with funding only 
recently restored to pre-recession levels; 

• a more stable funding source is necessary to meet the goals of the 1 988 Charter; 

• inefficiencies may exist due to potential overlap and duplication in the 
responsibilities and duties of the Maryland Higher Education Commission, the 
University System of Maryland (USM) Board of Regents, and the presidents of 
the constituent institutions of USM; 

• there is a disparity in funding per full-time equivalent (FTE) undergraduate 
student at Maryland’s public 4-year institutions; and 

• there have been no major funding increases for public 4-year undergraduate 
education since 1988, despite funding increases in other areas of higher 
education. 



Task Force Membership 

In August 1998 the Governor, President of the Senate, and Speaker of the House 
appointed 23 members to the Task Force to Study the Governance, Coordination, and 
Funding of the University System of Maryland, including: 

• 5 members of the Maryland Senate appointed by the President; 

• 5 members ofthe Maryland House of Delegates appointed by the Speaker; 

• 5 members of the public appointed by the Governor; 

• 2 members of the Board of Visitors of USM constituent institutions appointed 

jointly by the President and the Speaker; 

• the Secretary of Higher Education; 

• 1 member of the USM Board of Regents; and 

• 4 Presidents ofUSM institutions: University ofMaryland, College Park; Towson 
University; University of Maryland Eastern Shore; and Frostburg State 
University. 
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In consultation with the President of the Senate and the Speaker of the House, the 
Governor appointed Admiral Charles R. Larson, USN (Ret), as Chairperson of the Task 
Force. Admiral Larson appointed Delegate Nancy Kopp as Vice Chairperson. 

In accordance with the resolutions, the Task Force is charged with studying: 1) 
the governance, coordination, and funding of the University System of Maryland; 2) 
methods to increase the prominence of the University System of Maryland’s constituent 
institutions nationally and internationally; and 3) the efficiency of higher education 
services to Maryland citizens. The Task Force is required to solicit the views of the USM 
Board of Regents, the boards of visitors of constituent institutions, the Maryland Higher 
Education Commission, and leading national experts in higher education. 



Studies 



The Task Force was required to hire outside consultants to conduct two studies: 

• Association of Governing Boards of Colleges and Universities was hired to study 
the governance structure of the University System of Maryland and other public 
university systems around the country, particularly those with flagship 
institutions, and to recommend changes in the USM governance structure which 
may be necessary to bring USM into national eminence among public university 
systems; and 

• Education Commission of the States was hired to study the current and future 
funding needs of the USM constituent institutions to assist each institution in 
reaching its stated mission and goals, including a funding history. 
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Snummary of Activities of the Task Force 



Summary of Task Force Meetings 
September 23, 1998 

Rachel Hise, Analyst with the Department of Legislative Services - Office of 
Policy Analysis (OP A), provided an overview of the legislation establishing the Task 
Force and summarized the charge of the Task Force and its responsibilities. Ms. Hise 
explained that the Task Force must solicit the views of the USM Board of Regents, the 
boards of visitors of constituent institutions, the Maryland Higher Education 
Commission, and national experts in higher education. The Task Force must also hire 
two outside consultants, the Association of Governing Boards of Colleges and 
Universities (AGB) and the Education Commission of the States (ECS). Ms. Hise 
reported that both consultants had been contacted and had submitted proposed 
workplans. 

Tina Bjarekull, OPA Analyst, provided a historical overview of the governance 
structure of higher education in Maryland. She summarized the work of nine groups 
commissioned between 1924 and 1985 to study this issue and discussed the 1988 
restructuring legislation, Chapter 246 of the Acts of 1988. Ms. Bjarekull also described 
changes to the governance structure since 1988 and the organization of the University 
System of Maryland (USM). 

Benjamin Birge and Gary Thomas, OPA Analysts, provided a fiscal overview of 
higher education in Maryland. Their discussions included a summary of total State 
general fund appropriations to the System and its constituent institutions from 1985 
through 1999, enrollment trends during this period, and total expenditures from all 
revenue sources. Following their presentation, Ms. Hise described the State’s recent 
financial commitments to higher education, including a description of Chapter 619 of the 
Acts of 1998. This Act created new funding goals for higher education based on a 
percentage of State general fund revenues. 

Edward O. Clarke, Jr., Chairman of the Maryland Higher Education Commission 
(MHEC), Charles B. Saunders, Jr., Vice Chairman of MHEC, and Dr. Patricia S. 
Florestano, Secretary of MHEC, presented an overview of the statutory responsibilities 
of the Commission. MHEC is responsible for statewide coordination of higher education 
including: (1 ) the public four-year colleges and universities; (2) the community colleges; 
(3) the independent colleges and universities; and (4) the private career schools. Dr. 
Florestano described the accomplishments of the Commission over the past decade and 
provided highlights of the Commission’s future plans. 
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Lance W. Billingsley, Chairman of the USM Board of Regents, and Dr. Donald 
N. Langenberg, Chancellor, provided an overview of the University System of Maryland, 
including the governance structure, budget process, Vision III funding plan, and 
overlapping authority between USM and MHEC. 



October 20, 1998 

The Task Force accepted testimony from major stakeholders to the University 
System of Maryland at its second meeting. The first to testify was Dr. Patricia 
Florestano, Secretary of MHEC. Dr. Florestano provided an overview of the types of 
governing structures used to coordinate statewide higher education policies and discussed 
the authority and responsibilities of various statewide coordinating boards. In 
responding to questions posed by Task Force members, Dr. Florestano discussed 
Maryland’s State Plan for higher education, the role of national accrediting boards, and 
the changing culture of higher education. Later, Dr. Florestano was joined by Mary 
Bode, Assistant Secretary of MHEC, who presented a national comparison of State 
financial assistance for higher education. 

Mr. Lance Billingsley, Chairman of the USM Board of Regents, discussed the 
System’s budget process and method of allocating funds to the member institutions. In 
addition, Chairman Billingsley presented the Board’s recommendations for change and 
asked the Task Force to endorse the Vision III funding plan. Dr. Donald Langenberg, 
Chancellor of USM, discussed the stewardship of the System, the System’s bond ratings, 
and the overlapping responsibilities between the USM and MHEC. Following his 
testimony, USM Regent Louise Michaux Gonzales spoke about the System’s 
accomplishments during its first ten years of existence. Chancellor Langenberg then 
introduced Mr. Ted Peck, Chairman of the Chancellor’s Advisory Council. Mr. Peck 
also serves as a member of the board of visitors for a number of USM institutions. Mr. 
Peck testified about the fundamental attributes of good leadership and cited examples of 
good leadership at the USM. He then described the progress of the institutions under this 
leadership. 

The Task Force also received testimony from eight university presidents and two 
members of the institutional boards of visitors. Each president provided a brief 
discussion of their institution’s mission, unique characteristics, and accomplishments to 
date. In addition, the presidents commented on the strengths and weaknesses of the USM 
governance structure and the System’s impact on their institutions. In response to 
Admiral Larson’s request, the presidents identified institutional needs which have not 
been adequately addressed and presented recommendations for change. The following 
presidents and visitors testified: 
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• Dr. Freeman Hrabowski, President of the University of Maryland Baltimore 
County; 

• Dr. David Ramsay, President of the University of Maryland Baltimore (UMB); 

• Mr. Richard Himbelfarb, Chairman of the UMB Board of Visitors; 

• Dr. Nathanael Pollard, Jr., President of Bowie State University; 

• Dr. Calvin Burnett, President of Coppin State College; 

• Dr. William Merwin, President of Salisbury State University; 

• Dr. Robert Myers, Interim President of the University of Maryland University 
College (UMUC); 

• Mr. Richard Blewitt, a member of UMUC’s Board of Visitors; 

• Dr. Mebane Turner, President of the University of Baltimore; and 

• Dr. Donald Boesch, President of the University of Maryland Center for 
Environmental Science. 



October 21, 1998 

The Task Force continued to gather information from major stakeholders at its 
third meeting. At that time, the Task Force heard from four university presidents and the 
Chairman of the University of Maryland, College Park (UMCP) Board of Visitors. The 
presidents discussed their institutional missions and accomplishments; described the 
System’s strengths and weaknesses; identified areas in need of improvement; and 
suggested recommendations for change. The following presidents and visitor testified: 

• Dr. Catherine Gira, President of the Frostburg State University; 

• Dr. C. D. Mote, Jr., President of UMCP; 

• Mr. John Lauer, Chairman of the UMCP Board of Visitors; 

• Dr. Dolores Spikes, President of the University of Maryland Eastern Shore; and 

• Dr. Hoke Smith, President of Towson University. 



November 11, 1998 

Dr. Brit Kirwan, President of Ohio State University and former president of the 
University of Maryland, College Park, testified. Dr. Kirwan served 34 years at UMCP, 
including nine years as president, and played a role in the 1988 legislation restructuring 
higher education. Dr. Kirwan testified that the vision for UMCP as stated in the 1988 
legislation is as appropriate today as it was in 1988. Having an institution recognized 
nationally, he testified, is enormously important to higher education in Maryland. Dr. 
Kirwan stated that the goal of achieving national eminence at UMCP is attainable, but 
requires an incredible focus. He identified the following impediments to national 
eminence within the current governing structure: (1) the institutions within the System 
are too diverse to be under a single governing structure; (2) the budget process is a 
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compromise among institutions, which does not permit a focus on what is important to 
UMCP; and (3) members of the Board of Regents must necessarily treat all institutions 
equally and, therefore, cannot be strong advocates for UMCP. 

Dr. John Toll, President of Washington College and former chancellor of the 
University of Maryland, testified that the System should be maintained and that UMCP 
can obtain national eminence within that structure. He noted that the institutions are not 
in competition and should perform as team players. 

The Task Force received a report commissioned from the Association of 
Governing Boards of Universities and Colleges (AGB). The AGB panel included: 

• Mr. Richard Novak, Project Director at AGB; 

• Mr. Richard T. Ingram, President of AGB; 

• Dr. Terrence MacTaggart, Chancellor of the University of Maine System; and 

• Dr. David Leslie, Professor of Higher Education at the College of William and 
Mary. 

The AGB panel presented testimony on the governance structure of the 
University System of Maryland and other public university systems around the country, 
particularly those with flagship institutions. In addition, the panel offered five options 
and recommendations for change to bring USM into national eminence among public 
university systems. 

The Task Force also received a report commissioned from the Education 
Commission of the States. Dr. Charles Lenth, ECS Director of Policy Studies for Higher 
Education, and Ms. Amy Cook, ECS Research Associate, discussed the current and 
future funding needs of the USM constituent institutions. Mr. Lenth discussed 
comparative revenues and expenditures of the constituent institutions relative to current 
and aspirational peers identified by the institutions against the current and aspirational 
peers identified by the National Center for Higher Education Management System 
(NCHEMS). There was considerable discussion and dispute concerning the institutional 
peers chosen by NCHEMS. Although the president of NCHEMS was scheduled to 
address the Task Force, he was detained by a snow storm in South Dakota. Therefore, 
many of the Task Force’s questions remained unanswered. 



December 2, 1998 

Dr. Gordon Davies, President of the Kentucky Council on Postsecondary 
Education, addressed the Task Force. Dr. Davies indicated that he has been in the 
business of coordinating colleges and universities since 1983. Prior to assuming the 
position of President of the Kentucky Council, he served as president of the Virginia 
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higher education system for 20 years. Dr. Davies answered questions posed by the Task 
Force concerning the University of Virginia, the George Mason and James Madison 
Universities, and Kentucky’s higher education system. 

Dr. Roger Bulger, President of the Association of Academic Health Centers, 
discussed the unique challenges facing medical universities. Dr. Bulger testified that if 
a medical university is to achieve success, it must have fiscal flexibility to use funds in 
an appropriate fashion, the power to make personnel decisions, the freedom to organize 
and direct faculty activities, the authority to contract for services, and the autonomy to 
manage the business. 

Dr. Peter McCann, Acting President of the University of Maryland 
Biotechnology Institute (UMBI), described the role of UMBI and its five research 
centers. Dr. McCann testified that the success and growth of UMBI depends on the 
cooperation of its sister institutions within the University System of Mary land. He stated 
that the System facilitates collaboration and recommended continuation of the current 
governance structure. 

Dr. Margaret Jane O’Brien, President of St. Mary’s College of Maryland 
(SMCM), discussed the distinct mission and structure of SMCM. The college offers less 
than two dozen majors and has had an honors program since 1978. SMCM is distinct 
from other institutions in that it has an independent board of trustees, receives a lump- 
sum budget, and its personnel positions are authorized by its board. Although SMCM’s 
procurement rules are created by its board, Dr. O’Brien noted that they are similar to 
State procurement rules. She also noted that SMCM has the same reporting relationship 
with MHEC as other public institutions of higher education, including mission review 
and program approval, budget review, and accountability reporting. In addition the St. 
Mary’s foundation has an independent board and is independently audited, similar to 
USM institutions. 

Dr. Charles Lenth, ECS Director of Policy Studies for Higher Education, and Dr. 
Dennis Jones, President ofNCHEMS, presented responses to questions raised during the 
Task Force’s November 1 1 meeting and discussed formula funding for higher education. 



December 15, 1998 

Mr. Warren Deschenaux, Director of the Office of Policy Analysis (OP A), 
presented a summary of the State’s fiscal condition. Although on a cash basis the State 
is in excellent fiscal condition, Mr. Deschenaux noted that there is an underlying 
imbalance between revenues and spending due to a phased-in income tax reduction and 
a refundable earned income tax credit. Mr. John Rohrer, Senior Manager of OP A, 
discussed the forecast for general fund support for higher education based on the funding 
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goals outlined in the 1998 legislation, Senate Bill 596. He reported that general fund 
support for higher education is expected to grow by 7.7% in fiscal 2000, compared to an 
overall growth in general fund expenditures of about 3.7%. 

Dr. Earl Richardson, President of Morgan State University (MSU), discussed the 
progress and challenges of MSU over the past decade. He expressed the importance of 
a coordinating agency in a State where there are many institutions in close proximity to 
each other. 

Mr. Fred Puddester, Secretary of the Department of Budget and Management 
(DBM), discussed DBM’s role in developing the System’s operating and capital budgets 
and its oversight responsibilities related to personnel and procurement. 

Dr. Mark Musick, President of the Southern Regional Education Board, discussed 
the problems leading to the 1988 reorganization of higher education in Maryland. He 
commented that a ten-year review is appropriate and indicated that Maryland had 
achieved many successes over the past ten years. He suggested that the Task Force may 
want to consider the issue of flexibility. With respect to funding, Mr. Musick indicated 
that, by some measures, Maryland’s higher education system has done better than higher 
education systems in other states. In addition, Mr. Musick opined that the State Plan for 
higher education developed by MHEC is a good plan but lacks buy-in by the institutions 
and major stakeholders. 



December 21, 1998 

The Task Force held a work session on December 21, 1998. The meeting began 
with a presentation by the Department of Legislative Services on the funding of the 
University System of Maryland. Mr. John Rohrer, Senior Manager of OPA, and Claire 
Rooney, OPA Analyst, presented a forecast of general fund support for higher education 
based on Senate Bill 596 and the December 1998 general fund revenue projections by 
the Board of Revenue Estimates. 

Prior to the December 21 meeting, the Department of Legislative Services 
prepared a decision document listing questions, issues, and discussion items. The Task 
Force worked from this document to establish preliminary recommendations. 



December 22, 1998 

Prior to the December 22 meeting, the Department of Legislative Services 
prepared a revised decision document reflecting the preliminary recommendations of the 
Task Force made at the December 21 meeting. The Task Force continued its 
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deliberations working from this revised decision document. The Task Force voted to 
recommend several changes in the governance structure, coordination, and funding of the 
University System of Maryland. These changes are reflected in this report in the 
Findings and Recommendations. 



Summary of Regional Hearings 

The Task Force held four regional public hearings to solicit testimony from 
private citizens, students, teachers, administrators, government officials, business leaders, 
and professionals. These hearings were held in the following four regions on the dates 
indicated: 

• the Western Maryland Regional Hearings was held at the Frostburg State 
University on October 26, 1998; 

• the Greater Baltimore Regional Hearing was held at the University of Maryland 
Baltimore County on October 28, 1998; 

• the Eastern Shore Regional Hearing was held at the Salisbury State University 
on November 2, 1998; and 

• the Greater Washington Regional Hearing was held at the University of 
Maryland, College Park on November 5, 1998. 

During these regional hearings, the Task Force received testimony from 99 
individuals who described the accomplishments of the University System of Maryland 
and its constituent institutions, discussed the importance of higher education to their 
regions, addressed the role of the Maryland Higher Education Commission, spoke about 
foundations affiliated with the USM institutions, identified areas in need of 
improvement, recommended changes to the current governance structure, and urged 
additional State financial support for higher education. A list of those who testified at 
the regional hearings is included as Appendix 2. 



Summary of Site Visits 

Members of the Task Force visited the campuses of all 1 3 constituent institutions 
and several centers for research and education. The following is a summary of their 
visits: 
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October 6, 1998 - Visited the Downtown Baltimore Center, University of 
Baltimore, UMBI - Medical Biotechnology Center, and UMBI - Center of 
Marine Biotechnology; 

October 7, 1998 - Visited Towson University; 

October 15, 1998 - Visited the University of Maryland, Baltimore; 

October 26, 1998 - Visited the Frosburg State University and the UMCES - 
Appalachian Laboratory; 

October 28, 1998 - Visited Coppin State College and the University of Maryland 
Baltimore County; 

October 30, 1998 - Visited the Shady Grove Center, the UMBI - Center for 
Advanced Research in Biotechnology, and Bowie State University; 

November 4, 1998 - Visited UMCES - Horn Point Laboratory, University of 
Maryland Eastern Shore, and Salisbury State University; 

November 5, 1998 - Visited the University of Maryland University College and 
the University of Maryland, College Park; and 

November 30, 1998 - visited the University of Maryland University College 
Annapolis Center and held discussions with the commissioners of MHEC, 
members of the Board of Regents, and staff to the University System of 
Maryland. 



Historical Perspective on the Governance Structure of the 
University System of Maryland 



Statewide Commissions on Higher Education in Maryland 



Numerous statewide commissions have been appointed to study higher education 
in Maryland. Listed below is a brief summary of the recommendations made by some 
of these commissions as well as any significant changes made as a result of these 
recommendations. Although many of the commissions’ recommendations were not 
directly adopted, these commissions have had a significant influence on the evolution of 
higher education policy in the Maryland. 



1924 



Janney Commission 



The Janney Commission recommended that the State continue to depend 
largely on private institutions to meet its educational needs and 
recommended against expanding the mission of the University of 
Maryland beyond its role as an agricultural college. The commission also 
recommended the creation of a statewide board to oversee higher 
education. The commission’s recommendation to create a statewide 
oversight board was not adopted at that time. 



The Shriver Commission recommended that the State phase out support 
for the independent colleges and recommended additional State support 
for the University of Maryland to expand its mission. In addition, the 
commission recommended that the State’s two-year "normal schools" be 
expanded to offer baccalaureate programs. The commission’s 
recommendations were not directly adopted. 



The Soper Commission focused on the adequacy of higher education for 
Maryland’s African-American population. The commission 
recommended that the State acquire Morgan College (which was a private 
institution at that time) and that the Bowie and Coppin institutions (which 
were formerly two-year "normal schools") be expanded to four-year 
institutions. In addition, the commission urged the State to close the 
Princess Anne Academy of the University of Maryland because it was so 
poorly funded. For the most part, the commission’s recommendations 
were not immediately adopted. However, the State provided a modest 
increase in funding to its historically black institutions, and Morgan 
College became a State institution in 1939. 



1931 



Shriver Commission 



1937 



Soper Commission 
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Marbury Commission 

The Marbury Commission recommended the following changes: 

• establishing a statewide system of locally-controlled racially 
integrated two-year community colleges; 

• expanding the University of Maryland College Park to 10,000 
students; 

• strengthening the medical and nursing colleges at the University 
of Maryland at Baltimore; 

• enhancing funding and academic offerings at Morgan College; 

• making Washington College a State institution and the Johns 
Hopkins Engineering School a State agency; 

• abolishing the State’s scholarship program; 

• closing Princess Anne Academy of the University of Maryland, 
St. Mary’s Female Seminary, Coppin State College, and 
Frostburg State College; and 

• establishing a "State Board of Higher Education" to implement 
the commission’s recommendations. 

The commission’s recommendations were not immediately adopted. 

However certain recommendations were adopted in later years. 

Pullen Commission 

During a period of unprecedented enrollment growth, the Pullen 

Commission: 



reaffirmed the role of the community colleges as the primary 
means of meeting this growth; 

recommended expanding the public teachers colleges and liberal 
arts colleges into limited professional programs and graduate 
programs; 

recommended against establishing new campuses or branches in 
the Baltimore region; 

proposed the adoption of quantitative admissions standards at the 
public four-year institutions; 

recommended increased funding for public four-year institutions 
and a continuation of State scholarship programs for students 
attending independent colleges; and 

recommended a permanent "State Advisory Commission of 
Higher Education" to advise the Governor and the General 
Assembly. 
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1960 



1962 



The commission’s recommendations were not adopted at that time. 
However, the ideas put forth by the Pullen Commission had a significant 
impact on the evolution of higher education policy in Maryland. 

Warfield Commission 

The Warfield Commission recommended that the University of Maryland 
be expanded to cope with the continuing enrollment growth by building 
new university centers in the Washington/Frederick County region, the 
Central Eastern Shore, and the Greater Baltimore area. In addition the 
commission recommended transforming University of Maryland College 
Park to a campus with only upper-division and graduate programs. The 
commission’s recommendations were not adopted at that time. However, 
the University of Maryland created the University of Maryland Baltimore 
County in 1 966. This was the first public four-year institution created by 
the State. 

Curlett Commission 

The Curlett Commission recommended a "tripartite system" of public 
higher education comprised of the community colleges, the State 
colleges, and the University of Maryland. The commission’s 
recommendations included: 

• changing the State teachers colleges into comprehensive 
undergraduate liberal arts colleges offering limited graduate 
programs and creating a single State board of trustees to govern 
the State colleges and Morgan State University; 

• establishing a division within the State Department of Education 
to coordinate the community colleges; 

• maintaining the University of Maryland Board of Regents as it 
existed; and 

• creating a statewide coordinating council for higher education 
charged with advising and statewide planning. 

Most of the commission’s recommendations were adopted in 1963. The 
State created the Advisory Council for Higher Education as the statewide 
coordinating council. The State colleges became liberal arts institutions 
under the governance of the Board of Trustees of the State Universities 
and Colleges and the community colleges were expanded throughout the 
State. In 1968 the Advisory Council’s name was changed to the 
Maryland Council for Higher Education. 
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Rosenberg Commission 

The Rosenberg Commission recommended the following changes in the 
structure of higher education in Maryland: 

• abandoning the tripartite system by eliminating the statewide 
boards and creating individual institutional governing boards; 

• creating a State-level coordinating board with considerable 
authority over the independent institutions and responsibility for 
planning, evaluating, budgeting, and developing programs for 
higher education; 

• bringing the Baltimore institutions together into a super 
university governed by Morgan and developing Morgan as an 
urban-oriented and doctoral granting university; 

• merging Salisbury State University and the University of 
Maryland Eastern Shore; and 

• creating a State-level board for coordinating higher education 
with elementary and secondary education. 

Although most of the commission’s recommendation were not adopted, 
in 1976 the State created a strengthened coordinating board. This new 
board, the State Board for Higher Education (SBHE), had the regulatory 
authority to approve new academic programs for public sector institutions 
and to make recommendations regarding new or significantly amended 
programs at independent institutions. In addition, SBHE had the power 
to authorize new degrees at all public independent institutions and could 
establish policies for the transfer of students between institutions. SBHE 
was responsible for developing and maintaining a plan for all 
postsecondary education, administering the State’s program of aid to 
independent institutions, developing and monitoring the State’s 
desegregation plan for public institutions, preparing a consolidated capital 
and operating budget for postsecondary education, and making 
recommendations concerning campus and agency budget requests. 

The Hoblitzell Commission 

The Hoblitzell Commission recommended that each public four-year 
campus have its own governing board, except the five campuses of the 
University of Maryland, which should remain under the governance of 
the University of Maryland Board of Regents. The commission 
recommended the creation of the Maryland Higher Education 
Commission (MHEC) as a State-level oversight agency with considerably 
more authority than the existing State Board for Higher Education. 
According to the Hoblitzell plan, MHEC would assume the duties of 
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SBHE, the State Scholarship Board, and the Maryland Higher Education 
Loan Authority. Although the Hoblitzell plan was not adopted, the State 
passed legislation creating a stronger statewide coordinating agency and 
adopting several of the report’s recommendations in 1988. 



Activities Leading to the 1988 Restructuring of Higher Education 

In 1985 the State’s public institutions were governed by four boards with little 
coordination at the statewide level. There was a sense that the individual institutions had 
failed to adopt differentiated missions and were trying to be all things to all students. 
The University of Maryland College Park had not achieved world-class status as a 
research university. In the Baltimore area, there were multiple institutions with little 
coordination and no comprehensive research university. As a result, there were concerns 
about perceived inefficiencies and duplicative programs. There were also concerns about 
the lack of enrollment by minority students in specific academic fields and concerns 
about access, retention, and advancement of minority students, especially from the 
undergraduate to the graduate and professional programs. In addition there were 
concerns about State funding for higher education and the high tuition rates charged to 
Maryland’s residents. 

To address these issues, Governor Hughes appointed a commission chaired by 
Alan P. Hoblitzell, Jr., a Baltimore bank executive. The Hoblitzell Commission met for 
1 5 months and issued a report in January 1 987 which included 42 recommendations. The 
Hoblitzell report was released in 1987 just as Governor Schaefer took office. After 
receiving some negative reactions to the Hoblitzell report, Governor Schaefer delayed 
the issue of restructuring higher education until the 1988 legislative session. 

Prior to the 1988 session, Governor Schaefer met with the chancellors and 
presidents of the four-year institutions to solicit their feedback to the Hoblitzell report 
and seek their input in restructuring the governance of higher education. Following that 
meeting, John Toll, President of the University of Maryland, spearheaded a plan to 
restructure higher education. The "Toll Plan" recommended that all four-year public 
institutions, including Morgan State University and St. Mary’s College, become part of 
the University of Maryland system. System governance would be the responsibility of 
the University of Maryland Board of Regents. Each campus in the system would have 
an advisory board with the powers delegated to it by the Board of Regents. The report 
proposed abolishing the State Board for Higher Education and creating a coordinating 
council with significantly weakened authority. The coordinating council would have no 
staff of its own and almost half of its members would be campus or system 
administrators. The "Toll Plan" was opposed by institutional officials, faculty members, 
key legislators, members of the State Board for Higher Education, and the Maryland 
Independent College and University Association. 
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In 1988 Governor Schaefer introduced a bill titled "The Administration Action 
Plan for Higher Education." As introduced, the bill was not the "Toll Plan" nor the 
Hoblitzell plan, although it contained some provisions modeled after both plans. The 
Governor’s bill was introduced in the Senate and the House during the early days of the 
legislative session, but did not move until the final weeks. A heavily amended bill 
passed the General Assembly on Sine Die, the last day of the legislative session, and was 
signed into law by Governor Schaefer (Chapter 246, Acts of 1988). 

The 1988 legislation created a stronger statewide coordinating agency, the 
Maryland Higher Education Commission. This commission was vested with more 
authority and responsibility than the existing State Board for Higher Education but 
without the control as envisioned by the Hoblitzell Commission. The legislation 
combined 1 1 of the State’s public four-year institutions into the University of Maryland 
System governed by a single board. Morgan State University and St. Mary’s College 
retained their independent governing boards. 

The legislation contained a statewide vision for higher education which was titled 
the Maryland Charter for Higher Education. That vision included a highly coordinated 
system with institutional and segmental collaboration which would be accomplished 
through the development of missions and a strong performance accountability 
component. The legislation included a focus on the following initiatives: 

• enhancing the historically black colleges and universities, including the 
enhancement of Morgan State University as the State’s Public Urban 
Institution; 

• promoting the University of Maryland College Park as the flagship 
institution; 

• maintaining and developing a research center in the Baltimore area; 

• establishing a goal to increase State financial support for higher 
education; 

• encouraging and supporting high quality undergraduate and teacher 
preparation programs; 

• promoting excellence at each campus; 

• recruiting and retaining nationally and internationally prominent faculty; 

• promoting economic development; 

• stimulating outreach to the community and the State; 

• encouraging collaboration among segments and institutions of higher 
education; 

• promoting access for economically disadvantaged students; 

• increasing access, retention, and advancement of African-American 
students; and 

• promoting equal educational and employment opportunities. 
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Maryland Charter for Higher Education 

As part of the 1988 legislation, the Maryland Charter for Higher Education was 
adopted. This charter establishes the role of each governing unit in the higher education 
system and includes six guiding principles: (1) quality; (2) accessibility; (3) diversity 
of educational opportunities; (4) adequacy of State financial support; (5) efficiency and 
effectiveness of management; and (6) capability and creativity in leadership. 

Establishment of the Maryland Higher Education Commission 

The State Board for Higher Education (SBHE) was dissolved and a stronger 
statewide coordinating authority called the Maryland Higher Education Commission 
(MHEC) was created. In addition, the State Scholarship Board was dissolved and these 
responsibilities were transferred to MHEC. 

In accordance with the 1988 legislation, MHEC is comprised of 1 1 members 
appointed by the Governor, with the advice and consent of the Senate. The Governor 
designates a chairperson of the Commission and appoints a Secretary of Higher 
Education, from a list of names submitted by MHEC. The Secretary is a member of the 
Governor’s Executive Council and directs the staff for the commission. 

With the passage of the legislation, MHEC absorbed the powers and duties 
formerly performed by SBHE including issuing certificates of approval, coordinating 
overall growth and development of higher education, performing research, and retaining 
records. In addition, MHEC was given the following responsibilities: 

• reviewing and granting final approval for each institution’s mission 
statement to ensure consistency with the Charter; 

• coordinating the State’s program of performance accountability reporting; 

• assessing the adequacy of operating and capital funding for public higher 
education; 

• developing a program of desegregation and equal educational 
opportunity, including developing an enhancement plan for the 
historically black institutions; and 

• administering statewide programs for student financial assistance. 
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Governance Structure for the Four-Year Public Institutions 

The Board of Trustees of the State Universities and Colleges was dissolved and 
the six institutions formerly governed by this board were consolidated with the five 
campuses of the University of Maryland to be governed by the University of Maryland 
System Board of Regents. Morgan State University and St. Mary’s College remained 
independent, governed by their existing governing boards. 

The University of Maryland Board of Regents was created as a 1 7-member board 
consisting of 1 6 members appointed by the Governor, with the advice and consent of the 
Senate, and the State Secretary of Agriculture as an ex officio member. The Board of 
Regents elects a Chairperson from among its membership, appoints a Chancellor of the 
University of Maryland System, and selects the presidents of each constituent institution. 
The Chancellor is the Chief Executive Officer of the University of Maryland System and 
staff to the Board of Regents. The Chancellor is responsible for conducting systemwide 
planning, coordinating and arbitrating among institutions, providing technical assistance, 
and assisting the institutions in achieving their goals. 

Each institution within the University System of Maryland was granted the 
authority to establish an institutional advisory board to assist the president. These boards 
are currently known as the boards of visitors. In addition the Board of Regents was 
granted the authority to establish the following four councils: (1) Council of University 
System Presidents; (2) Council ofUniversity System Faculty; (3) Council of University 
System Staff; and (4) University System Student Council. These councils serve in an 
advisory capacity to the Chancellor and may, from time to time, make reports and 
recommendations to the Boards of Regents. 

The governing boards (including the USM Board of Regents, St. Mary’s College 
Board of Trustees, and Morgan State University Board of Regents) are responsible for 
setting education policy; adopting mission statements; setting goals; establishing 
guidelines for tuition, fees, and admissions; and evaluating and approving budget 
submissions. 

The responsibilities of the University of Maryland System include: 

• promoting excellence at each campus; 

• developing a mission statement for each campus; 

• recruiting and retaining nationally and internationally prominent faculty; 

• pursuing research funding and private support; 

• promoting economic development; 

• maintaining and enhancing the University of Maryland College Park as 
the flagship campus; 
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® maintaining and enhancing a coordinated higher education center for 
research and graduate studies in the Baltimore area; 

® recognizing the need to enhance its historically black institutions; 

® affirming the need for increased access for economically-disadvantaged 
and minority students, 

® encouraging and supporting high quality undergraduate and teacher 
preparation programs, and 

® stimulating outreach to the community. 

The powers of the System’s institutional presidents include: 

® developing institutional missions and goals; 

® developing new academic programs; 

• formulating budget requests; 

• fixing salaries; 

• establishing admission standards; 

• setting tuition and fees; and 

• administering financial aid programs. 

Morgan State University was declared the State’s public urban university with 
a mission of instruction, research, and service. The university is to offer graduate and 
undergraduate degrees with an emphasis on education that addresses urban concerns. 
The institution’s Board of Regents must develop a plan, in consultation with MHEC, that 
implements its mission as the State’s public urban university. 

Governance Structure for the Community Colleges 

The governance of the State’s community colleges remained under the State 
Board for Community Colleges which was charged with promoting and coordinating 
community colleges on a statewide basis. 

Funding Goals in the 1988 Legislation 

A major component of the 1 988 legislation was a commitment of additional State 
support for higher education. In fiscal 1 990 the Governor was required to include funding 
in the budget in a specified amount for each institution based on the fiscal 1989 SBHE 
guidelines. Future State support was to be based on funding guidelines developed by 
MHEC. These guidelines were to be based on comparisons with a set of peer institutions 
approved by MHEC. The State established a goal of funding public higher education 
institutions at 100% of the guidelines developed by MHEC. In addition the legislation 
provided that the funding proposals for public four-year institutions must include a 
funding base which reflects the mission of the institution and include special initiative 
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funding for academic programs at historically black institutions; and rewards for 
academic innovation and enhancement. Finally, a revised community college funding 
formula was enacted making the colleges less vulnerable to changes in enrollment. 

Other Funding Changes 

The legislation included other changes which affected higher education funding. 
Auxiliary bonding authority was granted to University of Maryland System, Morgan 
State University, and St. Mary’s College; a new loan assistance repayment program was 
established for certain graduates who become employed by the State, a local government, 
or a tax-exempt not-for-profit organization; and funding was enhanced for several 
scholarship programs. 



Changes to the Governance Structure of Higher Education Since 1988 

In 1 99 1 the State Board of Community Colleges was abolished and the Maryland 
Higher Education Commission (MHEC) was given authority to oversee the coordination 
of community colleges. Also in 1991 the Scholarship Reform Act restructured the 
financial aid programs offered by the State. This legislation established the Educational 
Excellence Award Program replacing the General State Scholarship Program in fiscal 
1996. Under the new program, financial need is considered without regard to the 
legislative district or national test scores of recipients. The legislation also created a part- 
time grant program for math and science students and consolidated five existing 
manpower programs under one umbrella program called Economic Development Student 
Assistance Grants. 

In 1992 St. Mary’s College was granted significant authority over the 
management of its budget as well as its personnel and procurement systems. The 
following year, the General Assembly granted St. Mary’s College and the University of 
Maryland System additional authority to manage their capital expenditures programs. 

In 1994 legislation was enacted requiring each institution’s boards of visitors to 
submit an annual report assessing the progress of its institution in meeting the goals 
consistent with its mission. The Board of Visitors of the University of Maryland College 
Park was also required to report on its progress toward meeting its goal of becoming the 
State’s flagship campus. Also in 1994 Morgan State University was granted additional 
authority in the areas of personnel management and procurement similar to that which 
was granted to St. Mary’s College and the Maryland Higher Education Loan Authority 
was abolished and these duties were transferred to MHEC. 
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In 1 995 Morgan State University and the University of Maryland System were 
granted additional flexibility in meeting the staffing needs of these institutions by 
allowing each institution to create additional positions as long as the positions were 
funded using existing funds and do not exceed a cap specified annually in the State 
budget. 



In 1996 the Higher Education Business Partnership Program was created 
requiring the public senior higher education institutions to enter into agreements with 
business entities for cooperative arrangements for work study, sponsored research, and 
sponsored business-specific training. 

In 1997 the University of Maryland System was renamed the University System 
of Maryland. In addition, several constituent institutions were renamed. An 
organizational chart of the University System of Maryland is included as Appendix 3, 
and a map illustrating the location of its 13 campuses is included as Appendix 4. 
Appendix 5 provides a chronological summary of Maryland’s four-year public 
institutions. In addition, an organizational chart of postsecondary education is included 
as Appendix 6. 
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Historical Perspective on Funding and Enrollment Trends at the 

University System of Maryland 



State General Fund Support for the University System of Maryland 

Strong State revenues supported substantial increases in general fund support for 
the University System of Maryland (USM) from fiscal 1985 through 1990, averaging 
13.1% per year. Much of this increase is the result of additional funds dedicated to USM 
beginning in fiscal 1989 following the 1988 legislation restructuring higher education. 
Fiscal 1990 marked the greatest funding increase of 17.8 %, or $89.4 million. The fiscal 
1991 appropriation reflected the effects of a nationwide economic downturn. The 
resulting fiscal crisis decreased the general fund appropriation to USM and throughout 
State government. The largest decline was in fiscal 1992 when the State appropriation 
to USM fell 1 1.7%, or $67.1 million, from the 1991 appropriation. 

Gradual improvement in the State’s fiscal condition resulted in modest funding 
gains beginning in fiscal 1993. The increase in State support averaged only 3.6% 
between fiscal 1993 and 1999. As a result of this modest growth, fiscal 1998 marked 
the first year that the general fund appropriation to USM exceeded the fiscal 1990 
funding level, before adjusting for inflation. The fiscal 1999 general fund appropriation 
is $648 million, 7.9% higher than fiscal 1998. The overall average growth rate has been 
5.4% from fiscal 1985 to 1999. 




* Based on the legislative appropriation 

Source: Maryland State Budget. Fiscal Years 1987 - 1999 

Prepared by: Department of Legislative Services 
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Although funding for USM has returned to its fiscal 1989 level in nominal 
dollars, in constant dollars, as measured by the Higher Education Price Index (HEPI), 
funding in fiscal 1996 (the most recent year for which HEPI is available) was $26 million 
below the 1988 level. HEPI is a means of measuring cost-of-living changes in schools, 
universities, and libraries. The following chart illustrates nominal State general fund 
appropriations to USM against constant dollars using 1990 as the base for determining 
inflation-adjusted dollars. 

A Comparison of Nominal State General Fund Appropriations 
for USM to Appropriations Adjusted by HEPI 




1985 1987 1989 1991 1993 1995 

1986 1988 1990 1992 1994 1996 

Fiscal Year 

State Appropriations in constant 1990 dollars 
State Appropriation in nominal dollars 



Note: Fiscal 1 990 was used as the base for determining inflation-adjusted dollars. 

The fiscal 1997 and 1998 inflation rates have not been determined for HEPI. 
Source: Research Associates of Washington 



Enrollment Trends 

Enrollment at USM schools grew at an average pace of 0.8% per year between 
fiscal 1985 and 1999. In three of those years, fiscal 1989, 1993, and 1994, the number 
of full-time equivalent students (FTES) declined slightly. In fiscal 1999 there were 
79,644 FTES enrolled at USM institutions. Enrollment at USM is expected to increase 
by 1 .2% in fiscal 2000. 



University System of.Maryland 
Full-time Equivalent Students 




1985 1987 1989 1991 1993 1995 1997 1999 



1986 1988 1990 1992 1994 1996 1998 



Year 



Source: University System of Maryland 
Prepared by: Department of Legislative 
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State support continued to rise between 1988 and 1990 while enrollment growth 
appeared to stabilize. Since 1 992 steady increases in State support coincided with steady 
increases in enrollment growth. During this period, State support grew an average of 
3.1% while enrollment grew an average of 0.8%. As a result, the trend in State general 
fund support per FTES is similar to the trend in total support for the System. 




Source: Maryland State Budget. Fiscal Years 1987 - 1999 

Prepared by: Department of Legislative Services 



Tuition and Fee Revenue 

The USM Board of Regents adopted its current tuition policy in June 1993. 
According to that policy, annual tuition increases at USM schools are to be based on the 
projected Consumer Price Index (CPI) and other indices. However, the presidents may 
recommend exceptions to this normal increase when there is a need for additional 
revenue for enhancements, initiatives approved by the Board of Regents, or market 
factors, including enrollment applications and tuition at comparable institutions. 
Recommendations for increases must be coupled with cost-containment strategies. 
According to a policy adopted by the Board of Regents, the tuition paid by non-resident 
undergraduates must reflect the full cost of education, calculated as total education and 
general costs divided by the number of FTES. Additionally, resident undergraduate 
tuition for each institution should range between 30% and 45% of the cost of education. 
In 1998 the Board of Regents elected to limit tuition rate increases at USM institutions 
to no more than 4% for fiscal 1999 through 2002. 

From fiscal 1985 to 1999, total tuition and fee revenue rose at an average annual 
rate of 8. 1 %. The greatest increases occurred following the 1 990 recession as institutions 
tried to offset decreases in State appropriations. From fiscal 1991 to 1993, tuition and 
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fee revenue rose at an average rate of 10.0% and have tapered off to an average annual 
increase of 6.1% since. 




•Based on the legislative appropriation 

Source: Maryland State Budget. Fiscal Years 1987 * 1999 

Prepared by: Department of Legislative Services 



Education and General Expenditures 

Education and general (E&G) expenditures consist of current unrestricted funds 
less auxiliary expenditures. They are used to show how much institutions spend on 
educating students and providing the necessary resources to support the institution. E&G 
expenditures rose from $499 million in fiscal 1985 to $ 1.3 billion in fiscal 1999, an 
average annual rate of 7.3%. The greatest period of change occurred between fiscal 1 985 
and fiscal 1 990 when expenditures rose at an average rate of 12.7% per year. The largest 
single increase occurred in fiscal 1986, at 18.4%. During the recession, when State 
general fund support declined, expenditure increases dropped off to an average of 1.1% 
between fiscal 1991 and 1993, including a decrease of 3.6% in fiscal 1992. The fiscal 
1991 expenditure level was not reached again until fiscal 1994, when it surpassed $ 1.0 
billion. Since fiscal 1994, the average rate of increase has been 5.9% per year. 

E&G expenditures are supported by State general fund support, tuition and fee 
revenue and other revenues (these include federal grants and contracts, State and local 
grants and contracts, and sales and services of educational activities). Trends within each 
of these areas is displayed in the chart below. 
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Education and General Expenditures 
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Prepared by: Department of Legislative Services October 1 998 



Capital Funding 

Since fiscal 1985, the State has authorized $1.0 billion for capital projects at 
USM institutions. The lowest level of funding was in fiscal 1986 at $ 9.5 million and the 
highest level was in 1990 at $144 million. This increase can be attributed to the 
enactment of Education Article Title 19 which gave USM the authority to issue bonds 
for student academic activities. Annual capital authorizations between fiscal 1992 and 
1999 have remained relatively constant, averaging $83 million per year. 




Sources: Capital Improvements Authorized by the General Assembly 1993 through 1997, The Sine Die 

Report 1997 Session, and The 90 Day Report 1998 Session. 
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The pie chart shows the distribution of capital funds for all four-year public 
institutions (USM institutions, Morgan State University, and St. Mary’s College) by type 
of institution. Between fiscal 1985 and 1999, research institutions have accounted for 
$747 million, or 65.6%, of capital funding. HBIs received 22.1% (Morgan State 
accounting for 57%), and the comprehensive institutions received the remaining 12.2%. 




This chart excludes $62.4 million in facilities renewal projects for the University System of Maryland Headquarters 

Sources: Capital Improvements Authorized by the General Assembly 1 993 through 1 997, The Sine Die Report 1 997 

Session, and The 90 Day Report 1998 Session. 

Research Institutions: University of Maryland, Baltimore, University ofMaryland, College Park, University ofMaryland 
Baltimore County, University ofMaryland Biotechnology Institute, and the University ofMaryland Center for 
Environmental Science 

HBIs: Morgan State University, Bowie State University, Coppin State University, and the University ofMaryland 
Eastern Shore 

Comprehensive Institutions: Towson University, Frostburg State University, Salisbury State University, and the 
University of Baltimore. 
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Description of USM Constituent Institutions 



Bowie State University 

Bowie State University is a regional comprehensive university offering a broad 
array of baccalaureate programs, including business, education, social work, nursing, 
computer fields, and selected professionally-oriented master’s programs. It serves both 
commuting and residential students, as well as a large number of adult learners. As the 
oldest historically African-American institution in Maryland, the university places 
special emphasis on excellence in teaching, while meeting the education needs of south- 
central Maryland from its campus located in Prince George’s County. 

Bowie’s undergraduate programs are designed to serve the top one-half of recent 
high school graduates from Maryland and nearby states. Selected students not in the top 
one-half of their class, who demonstrate leadership qualities, academic potential, and the 
motivation for learning, may be accepted and guided toward the achievement of their 
goals. 



The legislative appropriation for Bowie State University in fiscal 1999 is $45.1 
million, including $15.8 million in general funds. According to budgeted enrollment 
figures, Bowie will serve 3,609 full-time equivalent students in fiscal 1999. 



Coppin State College 

Coppin State College is a historically African-American institution focusing on 
the needs of minority and economically disadvantaged students from Baltimore City. 
The college offers selected baccalaureate and master’s programs in the liberal arts and 
sciences and selected professionals, while enhancing its strong mission of service to the 
community and continuing dedication to the training of teachers. Coppin’s philosophy 
of admission is to assist students with a broad range of academic preparation and abilities 
to fulfill their potential and become successful. 

Coppin’s mission is to collaborate with public service agencies; to encourage 
faculty, staff, and students to participate in public service endeavors involving residents 
of Baltimore’s central city; and to work closely with community organizations to assess 
the needs of the community. In particular Coppin works closely with the Baltimore City 
public schools to provide teacher preparation programs, graduates a significant number 
of teachers and administrators who are employed by the schools, and provides technical 
assistance. In addition Coppin has interactive affiliations with a variety of health, social 
welfare, and private agencies. 
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The legislative appropriation for Coppin State College in fiscal 1999 is $38.6 
million, including $14.5 million in general funds. According to budgeted enrollment 
figures, Coppin will serve 2,981 full-time equivalent students in fiscal 1999. 



Frostburg State University 

Frostburg State University is a regional, largely residential, comprehensive 
university serving as an educational and cultural center for Western Maryland. Drawing 
primarily from Allegany, Garrett, Washington, and Frederick counties, the university 
also attracts students from across Maryland and nearby states, inviting applications from 
students whose prior academic achievement ranks them in the top one-third of their high 
school or community college class. 

Academic programs emanate from a strong liberal arts foundation, offering 
baccalaureate and master’s level programs in response to regional and State needs. 
Degree programs emphasize education, business, environmental studies, and the creative 
and performing arts. Excellence in teaching, a core value at the university, is achieved 
through the university’s undergraduate and graduate programs. 

The legislative appropriation for Frostburg State University in fiscal 1999 is 
$58.5 million, including $21.7 million in general funds. According to budgeted 
enrollment figures, Frostburg will serve 4,360 full-time equivalent students in fiscal 
1999. 



Salisbury State University 

Salisbury State University provides a traditional liberal arts and sciences 
curriculum as well as undergraduate and graduate, pre-professional, and professional 
programs forteachers, administrators, and business leaders on Maryland’s Eastern Shore. 
Salisbury organizes all of its teaching, research, and service activities around seven 
mission goals: development of critical thinking skills, comprehensive general education, 
conscientious citizenship, preparation for careers and advanced study, graduate 
education, pursuit of total health, and service to the community. 

Although Salisbury emphasizes undergraduate education, it is a major provider 
of graduate education to teachers in the Delmarva region. Baccalaureate and master’s 
degree programs are built upon the arts and sciences and the professional fields of 
business, education, and nursing. Salisbury students are predominantly traditional high 
school graduates, many of whom come from the nine counties on the Eastern Shore of 
Maryland. 
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The university engages in a variety of cooperative efforts across the University 
System of Maryland, including dual-degree programs with the University of Maryland 
Eastern Shore and the University of Maryland, College Park, College of Engineering, 
and a joint-degree program with the University of Baltimore Law School. 

The legislative appropriation for Salisbury State University in fiscal 1 999 is $65 . 1 
million, including $22.2 million in general funds. According to budgeted enrollment 
figures, Salisbury will serve 4,940 full-time equivalent students in fiscal 1999. 



Towson University 

Towson University, located in Baltimore County, is the largest residential 
institution within the Baltimore metropolitan region. The university serves traditional 
age, commuting, and residential students from Maryland as well as students from 
adjoining mid-Atlantic and northeastern states. Programs and services are oriented 
toward students ranking in the top one-third of high school graduates or mature adult 
learners. 

Academic programs cover a comprehensive range of baccalaureate programs in 
the liberal arts and sciences, communications, and selected programs in allied health, 
business, the fine and performing arts, writing, and women’s studies. Master’s programs, 
developed in response to community needs, focus on education, the arts, and applied 
professional fields. 

The university will play a crucial role for public higher education over the next 
decade by absorbing the largest numbers of new full-time and part-time undergraduates 
seeking educational opportunities within USM. At the same time, Towson University 
aspires to enhance selected programmatic areas in undergraduate and graduate education, 
seek national accreditation in certain programs, continue the assimilation of new 
information resources technologies, and become a partner in fostering the region’s 
economic and social development. 

The legislative appropriation for Towson University in fiscal 1999 is $176.5 
million, including $51.2 million in general funds. According to budgeted enrollment 
figures, Towson will serve 12,000 full-time equivalent students in fiscal 1999. 



University of Baltimore 

The University of Baltimore emphasizes career-oriented educational programs 
in the study of law, business, public administration, and related professional applications 
of the liberal arts at the graduate and advanced undergraduate levels. The university is 
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located in the Mt. Vemon/Mt. Royal neighborhood of Baltimore, and attracts students 
with clear professional objectives. The student body is a mix of full- and part-time, day 
and evening, and traditional and returning students, reflecting the racial and ethnic 
diversity of the metropolitan region. The undergraduate program is primarily upper 
division. 

While both basic and applied research are encouraged and supported at the 
university, applications-oriented research is emphasized. For example, economic and 
policy analysis is provided as a public service by faculty at such centers as the Schaefer 
Center for Public Policy and the Jacob France Center for Business and Economic 
Studies; examination of values in professional settings is conducted by the Hoffberger 
Center for Professional Ethics; and analyses of Maryland and national legal issues is 
conducted by the law faculty. 

The legislative appropriation for University of Baltimore in fiscal 1999 is $48.9 
million, including $20.8 million in general funds. According to budgeted enrollment 
figures, the university will serve 2,935 full-time equivalent students in fiscal 1999. 



University of Maryland, Baltimore 

Located in downtown Baltimore, the University of Maryland, Baltimore houses 
the professional schools of dentistry, law, medicine, nursing, pharmacy, and social work. 
Along with its three major partners (the University of Maryland Medical System, the 
Veterans Administration Medical Center, and the Medical Biotechnology Center), the 
university is one of the fastest growing biomedical research centers in the nation. 

Academic program emphasis includes baccalaureate, master’s, doctoral, and first 
professional degree programs within its major programs of health professions, applied 
health, biomedical science and technology, social work, and law. Most of the 
university’s programs are designed for full-time students. However, the Schools of Law, 
Nursing, and Social Work and the Graduate School have significant numbers of part-time 
students. The School of Nursing offers programs that enable nurses in educationally- 
under-served areas to earn both undergraduate and graduate degrees at numerous 
outreach sites throughout the State. 

The campus is a source of basic health information, screening, and legal and 
social services for citizens of Maryland, including visits to the legal and dental clinics 
and community outreach services; calls to the Maryland Poison Control Center; and 
outpatient and inpatient visits to the various health care practices, the University of 
Maryland Medical System, and the Veterans Administration Medical Center. The 
university actively encourages its faculty, staff, and students to volunteer their services 
in the community surrounding the urban campus. 
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The legislative appropriation for the University of Maryland, Baltimore in fiscal 
1999 is $427.3 million, including $116.1 million in general funds. According to 
budgeted enrollment figures, the university will serve 5,127 full-time equivalent students 
in fiscal 1999. 



University of Maryiand Baltimore County 

The University of Maryland Baltimore County (UMBC) is a mia-sized research 
and doctoral-level university serving the greater Baltimore region. UMBC offers a 
complement of focused master’s and doctoral programs closely linked to a moderate 
range of undergraduate programs in the arts and sciences and engineering, while 
encouraging undergraduate participation in research projects. UMBC also seeks to 
transfer benefits of faculty research to the public and industry through its research park, 
incubator, and technology transfer programs. As declared in its alumni magazine, 
UMBC aspires to be the best public research university of its size in the nation, 
distinguished by a deep commitment to the educational experience of its undergraduates. 

The majority of UMBC students come from the greater Baltimore region, 
including Baltimore City and Baltimore, Howard, Anne Arundel, Carroll, and Harford 
counties. UMBC is enrolling increasing numbers of students from other areas of 
Maryland, other states, and foreign countries. The campus pays special attention to the 
needs of non-traditional, evening, and part-time students. Well-qualified students are 
recruited through special scholarship initiatives such as the Humanities Scholarship 
Program and the Meyerhoff Scholarship Program for talented high school graduates, 
many of them African-American students, interested in science and engineering. 

The legislative appropriation for the University of Maryland Baltimore County 
in fiscal 1999 is $178.4 million, including $50.9 million in general funds. According 
to budgeted enrollment figures, the university will serve 7,593 full-time equivalent 
students in fiscal 1999. 



University of Maryland, College Park 

The University of Maryland, College Park, the flagship institution of the 
University System of Maryland, aspires to become one of the nation’s preeminent public 
research universities within the next decade. As the largest public research university 
and the original land grant institution in Maryland, College Park has the responsibility 
within USM for serving as the State’ s primary center for graduate students, research, and 
service to all regions of the State. 
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The university admits to its undergraduate programs highly qualified students 
from all parts of Maryland, other states, and around the world. It recruits graduate 
students both nationally and internationally. Through its research programs, College 
Park advances knowledge for the benefits of the State, the nation, and the world. A 
primary source of support for sponsored research is the federal government, with the 
National Aeronautic and Space Administration; the National Science Foundation; and 
the U.S. Departments of Agriculture, Defense, and Energy providing the largest shares. 

Academic program emphases include baccalaureate, master’s, and doctoral 
degrees in the liberal arts and sciences, social sciences, the arts, applied areas, and in 
selected professional fields. The university offers certificates in selected upper-level and 
graduate courses of study and provides university honors, scholars, and departmental 
honors programs. Priority academic programs include the core arts and sciences, 
engineering, business, journalism, environmental sciences, public policy, and 
international affairs. 

The legislative appropriation for the University of Maryland, College Park in 
fiscal 1999 is $810.0 million, including $273.9 million in general funds. According to 
budgeted enrollment figures, the university will serve 25,320 full-time equivalent 
students in fiscal 1999. 



University of Maryland Eastern Shore 

The University of Maryland Eastern Shore (UMES) is the only research and 
doctoral degree-granting institution of the University System of Maryland on the Eastern 
Shore. As a historically African-American land-grant university, UMES promotes the 
philosophy of the land-grant tradition, which is to make educational opportunities 
available to all, regardless of race, gender, creed, or socio-economic status. The 
university emphasizes selected baccalaureate programs in the liberal arts and sciences 
and career fields with particular relevance to the Eastern Shore and its land-grant 
mandate, offering programs at the master ’ s and doctoral levels. The distinctive academic 
emphases at UMES are agricultural, environment and marine sciences, hospitality, 
technology, computer sciences, business, and allied health. Research priorities are in 
areas consistent with the needs of the region and the State. 

The students served by the instructional program come from across the State of 
Maryland, over 30 other states, and over 50 foreign countries. More than 22 percent of 
the undergraduate enrollment comes from the tri-county area of Somerset, Wicomico, 
and Worcester counties. 

In keeping with the university’s mission, UMES provides programs to other 
constituencies through inter-agency agreements and contracts with government and 
educational agencies, businesses, and industries. 
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The legislative appropriation for the University of Maryland Eastern Shore in 
fiscal 1999 is $55.9 million, including $18.4 million in general funds. According to 
budgeted enrollment figures, the university will serve 3,03 1 full-time equivalent students 
in fiscal 1999. 



University of Maryland University College 

University of Maryland University College (UMUC) aspires to be an 
international leader in providing educational programs and services responsive to the 
career and personal goals of adults, most of whom have job or family commitments and 
wish to study part-time. UMUC specializes in providing access to public higher 
education for Maryland’s adult learners through traditional and innovative instruction 
and delivery of bachelor’s and master’s degree programs, non-credit professional 
development programs, and conference services. 

In addition UMUC provides for statewide brokering of University System of 
Maryland programs for part-time adult students at off-campus sites on an as-needed 
basis. UMUC conducts courses at more than 20 locations throughout the State and in the 
Washington metropolitan area and offers special programs in other states. Overseas, 
UMUC offers degree programs for U.S. service members and their families, U.S. 
citizens, and international students. Associate degree programs are offered on military 
bases, primarily overseas. The overseas program accounts for approximately 45 percent 
of the budget. 

Academic program emphasis includes bachelor of arts and bachelor of science 
degree programs with over 30 areas of specialization. However, the most extensive 
offerings are in business and management and computer studies. Master’s degrees are 
offered in management and technology areas that, like the bachelor’s degree 
concentrations, represent fields in which there is a present or anticipated demand for 
trained professionals. UMUC also offers a non-credit professional development program 
that emphasizes management and executive development. The college has a major role 
in renewing and upgrading the experienced workforce. 

The legislative appropriation for the University of Maryland University College 
in fiscal 1999 is $122.6 million, including $7.4 million in general funds. According to 
budgeted enrollment figures, the university will serve 6,798 full-time equivalent students 
in fiscal 1999. 
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University of Maryland Biotechnology Institute 

The University of Maryland Biotechnology Institute (UMBI) is a center of 
intensive study in the science of biotechnology and its application to human health, the 
marine environment, agriculture, and protein engineering/structural biology. UMBI 
encourages interested parties from academe, industry, and the government to consider 
scientific collaboration; companies may tap UMBI developments by becoming industrial 
affiliates, assigning staff to work in collaboration with UMBI scientists, or establishing 
cooperative research and development agreements. Companies may also jointly sponsor 
specific projects with UMBI. Established in 1985 by the State of Maryland, UMBI’s 
five centers (listed below) conduct research, provide training, and offer expertise to 
advance the State’s scientific and economic development efforts. 

• Center for Advanced Research in Biotechnology (CARB), at Shady Grove: 
conducts research in protein engineering, structure, and function and provides 
advanced technical capabilities to the biotechnology industry. 

• Center of Marine Biotechnology (COMB), in Baltimore City: applies research 
on the molecular biology and molecular genetics to improve methods of seafood 
production; develop new marine-based compounds and pharmaceuticals; advance 
medical diagnostic test methods; assist industrial application of microbial 
products; and implement novel techniques for environmental clean-up and 
biofilm prevention. 

• Medical Biotechnology Center (MBC), in Baltimore City: conducts research 
programs directed toward health-related aspects of biotechnology at the basic, 
applied, and clinical levels, focusing on molecular medicine, including gene 
therapy, antisense therapy, molecular neurobiology, and molecular genetics; and 
Biomedical Photonics/Molecular Cell Signaling. 

• Center for Agricultural Biotechnology (CAB), at the University of Maryland, 
College Park campus: conducts research in molecular biology and bioprocess 
development with relevance to fundamental problems of practical significance 
to agriculture, industry, and the environment. 

• Institute of Human Virology, in the City of Baltimore, is the first research 
institute in the U.S. to combine the disciplines of basic research, epidemiology, 
and clinical research toward the discovery of diagnostics and therapeutics in 
human virology. 

In addition, the Maryland Sea Grant College coordinates USM research efforts 
associated with the U.S. Department of Commerce’s National Oceanic and Atmospheric 
Administration and the Center for Public Issues in Biotechnology addresses 
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biotechnology issues of public concern including scientific integrity and management of 
intellectual property. 

The legislative appropriation for the University of Maryland Biotechnology 
Institute in fiscal 1999 is $32.4 million, including $18.9 million in general funds. 

University of Maryland Center for Environmental Science 

The University of Maryland Center for Environmental Science (UMCES) is a 
research institution for environmental studies incorporating three geographically distinct 
laboratory units under a single administration: the Appalachian Laboratory at Frostburg; 
Chesapeake Biological Laboratory at Solomons; and Horn Point Laboratory at 
Cambridge. 

UMCES primarily focuses its research on the watersheds, estuaries, and coastal 
areas of the State of Maryland and the greater Chesapeake Bay region. Each of the three 
UMCES laboratories serves as a regional center offering education programs about 
natural sciences to teachers and students from K-12 schools, environmental interest 
groups, and institutions within and beyond the University System of Maryland that are 
concerned with environmental research, education, and services. UMCES provides 
advisory services to local Chesapeake Bay industries and is also the principal source of 
independent scientific information on environmental matters for Maryland’s lawmakers, 
State agencies, and regional industries. 

The center’s mission is to conduct a comprehensive program to develop and 
apply predictive ecology for Maryland for the improvement and preservation of the 
physical environment. While UMCES does not grant degrees, its faculty members 
contribute to graduate education by advising, teaching, and supervising the research of 
students enrolled in the systemwide Marine-Estuarine-Environmental Sciences program. 
Additional graduate education activities include cooperative programs in fisheries and 
wildlife management and toxicology as well as thesis research supervision of individual 
students enrolled in science departments throughout the United States. 

The legislative appropriation for the University of Maryland Center for 
Environmental Science in fiscal 1999 is $23.1 million, including $9.9 million in general 
funds. 
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Status of Implementation of 1988 Legislation 



The attached report details the statutory requirements of Chapter 246 of the Acts of 1988 and 
provides a summary of the progress to date as reported by the Maryland Higher Education 
Commission (MHEC) and the University System of Maryland (USM). Based on the information 
submitted, the Department of Legislative Services (DLS) notes the following discrepancies in 
fulfilling the requirements of the 1988 Act. 

• MHEC is required to develop and periodically update an overall plan for postsecondary 
education in the State which is consistent with the Maryland Charter for Higher Education. 
This plan must include long-range and short-range objectives and priorities for 
postsecondary education, including methods and guidelines for achieving these objectives. 
The first statewide plan was approved and disseminated in 1991. A second plan was 
published in January 1998. However, the implementation tactics for this plan were not 
approved until October 1998. Although "periodical updates" is not defined in statute, DLS 
suggests that more frequent updates are desirable to ensure that the industry remains 
responsive in a dynamic environment. 

• Institutional mission statements are to be developed at least every five years. As required, 
statements were approved in 1989 and 1993. Although MHEC initiated the process in 1998, 
USM requested a delay due to the creation of the Task Force to Study the Governance, 
Coordination, and Funding of the University System of Maryland. As a compromise, MHEC 
and USM agreed to start the process in November, 1998. 

• MHEC is required to develop a program of desegregation and equal educational opportunity 
which must include an enhancement plan for the historically black colleges and universities 
(HBIs). MHEC continues to use its Plan to Assure Equal Postsecondary Educational 
Opportunity as an enhancement plan. However this plan was developed between 1985-1 989, 
prior to the enactment of this Act. Additionally, MHEC articulated specific goals for the 
enhancement of HBIs in the 1991 and 1998 statewide plans for higher education. However, 
it is unclear if these goals meet the statutory requirement of a "program" or "enhancement 
plan." In 1998, MHEC initiated the Access and Success program, a plan of action for 
Maryland’s HBIs. However, this action was not taken until the budget committees adopted 
narrative requiring MHEC to establish a plan. DLS suggests that the statutory requirement 
to develop a program and enhancement plan was not met until 1998 when the Access and 
Success program was initiated. Additionally, DLS notes that the graduation and retention 
rates of African American students remains well below other students and requires greater 
focus. 
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The Act required the Chancellor to develop numerous plans to address the following issues: 

• an overall plan to enhance the University of Maryland, College Park; 

• a plan that recognizes the need to enhance the System’s HBIs, 

• a plan for coordinating a higher education research and graduate center in the 
Baltimore area; 

• a plan that supports undergraduate education and teacher preparation; 

• a plan for outreach to community, public schools, business and industry, and 
government agencies; and 

• a plan that affirms the need for increased access for economically disadvantaged 
students. 

The Board of Regents have approved an enhancement plan for UMCP, a plan to enhance the 
HBIs, and a plan to reform teacher education at the USM institutions. It is unclear if the 
Chancellor has developed plans to address the other four issues identified in statute. 

MHEC must develop funding guidelines to assess the adequacy of operating and capital 
funding based on comparisons with designated peer institutions and other factors. These 
guidelines have not been developed. In addition, MHEC is required to submit an annual 
report that includes the current funding of the adopted sets of peer institutions. This 
information has not been submitted. 

MHEC must make recommendations annually on the appropriate level of funding for higher 
education. MHEC has stated that its annual "consolidated budget recommendation" fulfills 
this requirement. However, DLS suggests that this does not fulfill MHEC’s statutory 
obligation because the "consolidated budget" is not necessarily a recommendation on the 
"appropriate level of funding," but rather the overall budget allocation approved by the 
Executive Branch. In addition, MHEC is required to submit an annual report that includes 
recommendations regarding the funding of higher education. This information has not been 
submitted. 

MHEC’s funding proposals for public senior higher education institutions must include 
special initiative funding for academic programs at HBIs. In 1992, MHEC requested 
enhancement plans from the four HBIs. The plans submitted by the HBIs included requests 
for additional general fund support for special initiatives. However, additional funding was 
not requested in MHEC’s "consolidated budget recommendation" due to the economic 
recession. In response to a directive from the joint budget committees, MHEC proposed 
special initiative funding for HBIs in 1 998 as part of the Access and Success program. DLS 
interprets the statute to require MHEC to include special initiative funding for academic 
programs at HBIs in its annual proposal for funding public senior higher education. It is 
possible that special initiative funding may not be included in MHEC ’s "consolidated budget 
recommendation." However, this special initiative funding should be included in MHEC’s 
proposal on the "appropriate level of funding." 
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State’s Financial Commitment to Higher Education 



The State renewed its commitment to adequately fund higher education with the 
enactment of Senate Bill 596 (Chapter 619, Acts of 1998). The 1998 legislation states 
the General Assembly’s intent that, barring unforeseen economic conditions, the 
Governor provide at least the amount included in the previous year’s budget for higher 
education beginning in fiscal 2000 ("maintenance of effort" provision). For fiscal 1999 
through 2002, the legislation requires minimum funding levels for public and private 
higher education institutions, MHEC, and student financial aid programs, barring any 
unforeseen economic conditions. In addition, the law establishes minimum higher 
education funding goals for general fund operating and capital support for the next five 
years based on a percent of general fund revenues. The Department of Legislative 
Services has estimated the dollr value of these funding goals based on the December 
1998 general fund revenue forecast prepared by the Board of Revenue Estimates as 
shown below. 



Higher Education Funding Goals 


Senate Bill 596 
(Chapter 619, Laws of 1998) 


Fiscal Year 


Goal as a percentage of 
general fund revenues 


Minimum funding goals 
(in millions) 


1999 


... 


$943.2 


2000 


12.5% 


$1,052.8 


2001 


13.5% 


$1,179.0 


2002 


14.5% 


$1,310.1 


2003 


15.0% 


$1,411.7 


2004 


15.5% 


$1,517.7 



Based on Board of Revenue Estimates December 1998 forecast. 
Prepared by the Department of Legislative Services 



Exhibit 1 provides a comparison of projected higher education spending against 
the funding goals established in Senate Bill 596. Based on estimates prepared by the 
Department of Legislative Services, general fund support for higher education will 
increase from $940.1 million in fiscal 1999 to $1,389 million in fiscal 2004. Capital 
funding for higher education is also projected to increase from $95.2 million in fiscal 

1999 to $129.3 million in fiscal 2004. In fiscal 2000 and 2001, providing the minimum 
amounts for each segment of higher education as required by the legislation will result 
in higher education funding exceeding the percentage goals by over $72 million in fiscal 

2000 and $44 million in fiscal 2001 . 
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Exhibit 1 

HIGHER EDUCATION FUNDING 



(dollars in 
millions) 


Forecasted GF 
Revenues 


Forecasted 
Hcjier Ed 
GF 

Fundina 


Increase from 
Previous 
Year 


% 

Increase from 
Previous 
Year 


Forecasted 
Hicfer Ed 
Capital 
Fundina 


Forecasted 
Ffigher Ed 
%of GF 
Revenues 


SB 596 
Higher Ed 
%of GF 
Revenues 


Funding in 
Excess of 
SB 596 
Goals 


FY 1999 


$8,171.4 


$940.1 






$95.2 


1 Z67% 






FY 2000 


$8,422.6 


$1,024.7 


$84.6 


9.00% 


$100.3 


13.36% 


12.5% 


$72.2 


FY 2001 


$8,733.2 


$1,086.0 


$61.3 


5.98% 


$137.2 


14.01% 


13.5% 


$44.2 


FY 2002 


$9,035.6 


$1,183.6 


$97.6 


&99% 


$126.5 


14.50% 


14.5% 


$0.0 


FY 2003 


$9,41 1.1 


$1,268.5 


$84.9 


7.17% 


$143.1 


15.00% 


15.0% 


$0.0 


FY 2004 


$9,791.5 


$1,388.5 


$120.0 


9.46% 


$129.3 


15.50% 


15.5% 


$0.1 



GF = General Funds 

Assumptions used a) Forecasted GF reyenues from Bureau of Revenue Estimates (BRE) forecast, December 1 998 

b) FY 2000 - 2004 - Percent of total allocation for USM GF funding based on FY 1 999 total 
appropriation 

c) FY 2000 - 2004 FTE figures upon which private institution and community college funding are based - 
from MHEC 

d) FY 2000 - 2004 Morgan State UNversity SL Mary's College, MHEC Student Finandal Ad Programs, 
and Baltimore Gty Gonmunity Gollege funcfing based upon DLS baseline forecast 

e) Beginning in FY 2001 , capital funding increased by 1 0% over previous forecast to correspond with 
increased GF funding 

Prepared by the Department of Legislative Services, December 1 998. 
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and Funding of the University System of Maryland 

The Department of Legislative Services’ forecast of general fund support for each 
segment of higher education based on the December 1998 BRE projections and Senate 
Bill 596 is shown in Exhibit 2. State support to the System is expected to increase at an 
average annual rate of 8.5% per year through fiscal 2004. This represents an increase of 
$269 million over the five year period from fiscal 2000 through 2004. 

Exhibit 2 



Forecast of General Fund Support for Higher Education 

Consistent with Chapter 619 o f 1 998 (SB 596) 

($ in m illions ) 





FY 1999 


f Y 2QQQ 


FY 2001 


FY 2002 


FY 2003 


FY 2QQ4 


University System of M aryland 


649.7 


706.7 


741.7 


819.5 


878.4 


975.6 


M organ S tate U nivers ity 


38.4 


40.6 


42.1 


46.3 


49.4 


54.2 


St. Mary's College ofMaryland 


12.4 


12.7 


13.0 


13.3 


13.7 


14.0 


Maryland H igher E due ation Commission 


9.6 


9.5 


9.6 


9.7 


9.9 


10.0 


Aid to Private Colleges and Universities 


33.2 


36.4 


40.1 


42.3 


47.0 


50.6 


Aid to Community Colleges 


129.5 


142.7 


158.1 


166.3 


178.8 


187.4 


Student Financial Aid Program s 


47.6 


54.5 


58.3 


62.4 


66.8 


71.5 


Baltimore City Community College 


19.8 


21.6 


23.1 


23.8 


24,5 


25.2 


Total 


940.2 


1,024.7 


1,086.0 


1,183.6 


1,268.5 


1,388.5 






% change 


% change 


% change 


% change 


% change 






-FY39-QQ 


FY 00-01 


FY 01-02 


FY 02-03 


EY 03-04 


University System ofMaryland 




8.8% 


5.0% 


10.5% 


7.2% 


11.1% 


M organ S tate University 




5.7% 


3.7% 


10.0% 


6.7% 


9.7% 


St. Mary's College ofMaryland 




2.4% 


2.4% 


2.3% 


3.0% 


2.2% 


Maryland H igher E due ation Commission 




•1.0% 


1.1% 


1.0% 


2.1% 


1.0% 


Aid to Private Colleges and Universities 




9.6% 


10.2% 


5.5% 


11.1% 


7.7% 


Aid to Comm unity C olleges 




10.2% 


10.8% 


5.2%' 


7.5% 


4.8% 


S tudent F inane ia 1 A id P rog ram s 




14.5% 


7.0% 


7.0% 


7.1% 


7.0% 


Baltimore City Community College 




9.1% 


6.9% 


3.0% 


2.9% 


2.9% 


Total 




9.0% 


6.0% 


9.0% 


7.2% 


9.5% 



Note: Amounts for each component ofh ig her education a re consistent with the fund in g re quire d under SB 
596 enacted this year. The legislation establishes State funding goals for higher education as a 
percent of S tate general fund revenues. By FY 2004 the percentage goal is 15.5% ofgeneral fund 
revenues, up from the actual appropriation of 12.7% in FY 1999. Amounts are based on the 
December 15, 1998 Board of Re venue Estimates forecast ofgeneral fund revenues. 



P re pa red by: DepartmentofLegis lative S ervice s, Office ofPolicy Analysis, revised Oecember 21, 1998 
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Exhibit 3 shows historical and projected funding trends for USM, including 
general fund support and tuition and fee revenue. From fiscal 1994 to 1998, State 
funding to USM grew at an average annual rate of 3.6%. During the same period, 
tuition and fees grew 5.9% annually. As shown previously, State funding is projected 
to increase at an average annual rate of 8.5%, to $975.6 million, from fiscal 1999 through 
2004. Assuming that the annual growth in in-state tuition rates remains capped at 4% 
over this period, tuition and fee revenue is expected to grow by 6% annually. 
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Exhibit 3 

University System of Maryland 

Historical and Projected Funding Trends 

(Dollar amounts in millions) 



% Change % Change % Change 



FY 


Tuition & Fees 


State Approp. 


Total 


Tuition & Fees 


State Approp. 


Total 


1994 


380.4 


520.8 


901.2 


- 


- 


- 


1995 


388.5 


551.5 


940.0 


2. 1 % 


5.9% 


4.3% 


1996 


417.2 


563.3 


980.5 


7.4% 


2. 1 % 


4.3% 


1997 


446.0 


580.4 


1,026.4 


6.9% 


3.0% 


4.7% 


1998 


478.6 


601.0 


1,079.6 


7.3% 


3.5% 


5.2% 


1999 


499.8 


649.7 


1,149.5 


4.4% 


8. 1 % 


6.5% 


2000 


528.2 


706.7 


1,234.9 


5.7% 


8.8% 


7.4% 


2001 


557.8 


741.7 


1,299.5 


5.6% 


5.0% 


5.2% 


2002 


590.4 


819.5 


1,409.9 


5.8% 


1 0.5% 


8.5% 


2003 


629.5 


878.4 


1,507.9 


6.6% 


7.2% 


7.0% 


2004 


669.7 


975.6 


1,645.3 


6.4% 


11.1% 


9. 1 % 



University System of Maryland 

Total Tuition and Fees Plus State Appropriations 




1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 

Fiscal Year 
-a- Total 



University System of Maryland 

Funding Trends 




Tuition & Fees 
State Approp. 





SJote: State appropriations for FY 2000 through FY 2004 are consistent with SB 596 enacted this year. The growth 
n tuition and fee revenues is based on the increase in revenues per FTES between FY 1 998 and FY 1 999. 



Prepared by: Department of Legislative Services, Office of Policy Analysis, revised December 21, 1 998 
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Summary of Independent Consultant Reports 



Report of the Association of Governing Boards of Universities and Colleges 

Senate Joint Reso lution 8/House Joint Resolution 1 2, which estab lished the T ask 
Force to Study the Governance, Coordination, and Funding of the University System of 
Maryland, required the Task Force to engage the services of the Association of 
Governing Boards of Colleges and Universities (AGB) to report on: (1) the governance 
structure of the University System of Maryland (USM); (2) the governance structure of 
other public university systems around the country, particularly those with flagship 
institutions; and (3) what changes in the governance structure may be necessary to bring 
USM into national eminence among public university systems. 

The AGB study was conducted by AGB principals and other personnel, in 
conjunction with David Leslie, professor of education at the College of William and 
Mary, and Terrence MacTaggart, chancellor of the University of Maine System. 
Additional assistance was provided by Jane Wellman, senior associate of the Institute for 
Higher Education Policy. The project team interviewed 170 individuals in Maryland and 
gathered data from an additional 12 individuals in other states. It met with elected 
leaders, business leaders, faculty, presidents, administrators, system staff, and Maryland 
Higher Education Commission (MHEC) staff. The team also reviewed 20 reports and 
documents related to Maryland higher education, testimony before the task force, and 
national source material. 



Evaluation 

AGB reports that Maryland’s colleges and universities respond well to the needs 
of the State. According to AGB, Maryland is a comparatively wealthy state with diverse 
geography and cultures. To remain competitive economically in the rapidly changing 
environment, Maryland requires “nimble, responsive, and energetic higher education 
institutions.... able to extend appropriate opportunities.... to those who will need education 
to compete in an increasingly sophisticated global marketplace.” 1 

The report states that, to continue to serve the State well, Maryland’s colleges and 
universities must be assisted by a responsive and rational higher education policy and 
decision-making process, which should accomplish the following goals: 

• respond to the strategic needs of the State; 



1 Report to the Task Force to Study the Governance, Coordination, and Funding of the University System 
of Maryland, Association of Governing Boards of Universities and Colleges, November 1 1, 1998, p. 1. 
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